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Art Unit: 3691 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,13,14,15,16, 17,19,20, 21,22, 
23,24,25,26, 27,28,29,30, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Gujral et al.(US 2002/0042769 A1) and 
Sobrado et al.(US 6980966 B1). 

Re claims 1,16, 17,25, 21, 23, 27 and 32: Gujral et al. disclose a method 
for multiple award optimization bidding in online auctions(Abstract, claim 1) 
comprising: 

providing, by the buyer, a price ceiling and a tolerance for a resource(para 
0066); 

soliciting a plurality of bids from a plurality of suppliers, the bids having a 

unit price and a quantity(para 0039, 0046); 

validating the bids if the bids meet a set of rules(para 0042); 



Application/Control Number: 10/047,766 
Art Unit: 3691 



Page 3 



generating an optimal solution with the validated bids, the optimal solution 
having an optimal quantity and an optimal unit price from at least one 
supplier(para 0066); 

comparing the optimal unit price to a compare value(para 0062). 

Gujral et al. fail to teach replacing the compare value with the optimal unit 
price if the optimal unit price is less than the compare value. However, 
Sobrado et al. does teach reverse auctions whereby the new price is 
replacing the old price as the new data becomes available(col. 1 1 , lines 10- 
30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
the time the Applicant's invention was made to modify the teachings of 
Gujral et al. to include the step of Sobrado et al. The motivation to combine 
these references is to ensure the most current data is reflected on the 
display. 

Claims 3, 24 and 31: Gujral et al. disclose calculating a total cost of each 
bid(para 0014, 0072);comparing the unit price for each bid against the price 
ceiling(para 0062,0069,0077); checking the quantity of each bid against a 
quantity of a previous bid and the total cost of each bid against a previous 
total cost(para 0015); 

evaluating the quantity of each bid against a quantity of another supplier's 
bid and the unit price of each bid against a unit price of another supplier's 
bid(para 0040,0041); 

rejecting the bid if the bid does not meet the set of rules, the set of rules 
including the unit price of the bid not being less than the price ceiling, the 
quantity of the bid not being less than the quantity of a previous bid and the 
total cost of the bid not being greater than the previous total cost, and the 
quantity of the bid not being equal to the quantity of at least one other 
supplier's bid and the unit price of the bid not being equal to the unit price of 
at least one other supplier's bid(para 0066, 0067, 0069, 0040-0041, 0073- 
0077). 

Claims 4, 6,7, 19, 26,30: Gujral et al. disclose using non-linear 
programming to determine a decision variable for each bid(para 0066 0077; 
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including each bid having the decision variable that matches an optimal 
parameter in the optimal solution(para 0081-0084); and 
calculating the optimal unit price and the optimal quantity from the included 
bids(Abstract, para 0072,0073,0077,0014-0018, 0035-0036). 

Claims 5, 20, 22, 28 and 29: Gujral et al. disclose minimizing the optimal 
unit price; and maximizing the optimal quantity(para 0018, 0040-0043, 
0062-0071, 0076-0077). 

Re claim 8: Gujral et al. disclose notifying the suppliers of the bids in the 
optimal solution; and refreshing a display of the bids with each new 
bid(para 0073-0075). 

Re claim 9: Gujral et al. disclose displaying a ranked ordering of submitted 
bids in accordance with the optimal solution(para 0060-0061, 0076-0077). 

Re claim 10: Gujral et al. disclose identifying at least one of goods and 
services to be purchased(para 0032-0038). 

Re claim 12: Gujral et al. disclose allowing the buyer to change the 
tolerance if at least one of the bids are not validated and the optimal 
solution is not generated(para 0078-0083). 

Re claim 13: Gujral et al. disclose providing a range of values for at least 
one of the quantity and the unit price(para 0084). 

Re claim 14: Gujral et al. disclose calculating the optimal solution based on 
at least one of payment terms, cost, percentage, lead time, discounts and 
other parameters that are quantifiable as numbers(para 0084,0085). 

Re claim 15: Gujral et al. disclose determining, as the optimal solution, a 
lowest overall optimal solution set of bids; and 
providing the optimal quantity and the optimal unit price, the optimal 
quantity being a sum of quantities from the solution set of bids and the 
optimal unit price being an average of the unit prices from the solution set 
of bids(para 0018, 0076, 0084, 0085,0086). 
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3. Claims 2,1 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gujral et al.(US 2002/0042769 A1 ) and Sobrado et 
al.(US 6980966 B1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Heimermann et al.(US 2002/0143692 A1). 

Claims 2,11 and 18: Both Gujral etal.(US 2002/0042769 A1)and Sobrado 
et al.(US 6980966 B1 ) fail to teach rejecting the bids if the bids do not 
meet the set of rules; and denying the bids if at least one of an optimal 
solution cannot be generated and the optimal unit price is not less than the 
compare value. However, Heimermann et al. does teach Upon such 
submission, the System immediately presents that application to the 
Supplier-Applicant Approval and Supplier Preference Administration and 
Debarment sub-element (FIG. 2) (33) of the Central Procurement Authority 
Functions element (13) of the Internal Module (2). That sub-element 
automatically determines, based on information provided by the applicant, 
and on other information available from other sources external to the 
System as a whole, as indicated in Sub-section I.B.8 of Section K, supra 
(as to "(n)ew suppliers") whether to approve such supplier-applicant to be 
an authorized supplier within the System. However, it immediately reports 
the decision, whether approving or denying such status, to the designated 
CPA official. Using criteria based on law, and on administratively set 
procurement policy not subject to digital determination, said official 
determines whether to ratify, or to override the decision reached by the 
System. This determination is immediately transmitted via e-mail to the 
supplier-applicant. If approval is denied, a supplier-applicant may pursue 
administrative appeal outside the System. If approval is granted, the 
newly-authorized supplier will be assigned an initial supplier preference 
rating score, in accord with the formula applied to calculate such rating 
scores periodically as to existing authorized suppliers (see Sec. K.I.B.8., 
supra)(para 0307). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art the time the Applicant's invention was made to 
modify the teachings of Both Gujral et al.(US 2002/0042769 A1) and 
Sobrado et al.(US 6980966 B1 ) to include the step of Heimermann et al. 
The motivation to combine these references is to ensure the most current 
data is reflected on the display. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Debra F. Charles whose telephone 
number is (571 ) 272 6791 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5 
Monday thru Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Alexander G. Kalinowski can be reached on (571 ) 
272 6771 . The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 

* 

access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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